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In this paper, we propose an Alcock-Paczyński (AP) test to constrain cosmology using HII bubbles
during the Epoch of Reionization. Similarly to cosmic voids, a stack of HII bubbles is spherically
symmetric because ionizing fronts propagate isotropically on average (even if individual bubbles
may not be spherical), making them standard spheres to be used in an AP test. Upcoming 21-
cm observations, from the Square Kilometer Array (SKA) for instance, will contain tomographic
information about HII regions during reionization. However, extracting the bubbles from this signal
is made difficult because of instrumental noise and foreground systematics. Here, we use a neural
network to reconstruct neutral-fraction boxes from the noisy 21-cm signal, from which we extract
bubbles using a watershed algorithm. We then run the purely geometrical AP test on these stacks,
showing that a SKA-like experiment will be able to constrain the product of the angular-diameter
distance DA and Hubble parameter H at reionization redshifts with ∼ 2% precision, robustly to
astrophysical and cosmological uncertainties within the models tested here. This AP test, whether
performed on 21-cm observations or other large surveys of ionized bubbles, will allow us to fill the
knowledge gap about the expansion rate of our Universe at reionization redshifts.

I. INTRODUCTION

Current observations from galaxy surveys and the Cos-
mic Microwave Background (CMB) allow us to constrain
cosmology at either low (z ≲ few) or very high redshifts
(z ∼ 1100), leaving a gap in knowledge at intermediate
times. Measurements of reionization-era (z ∼ 5−15) ob-
servables such as the 21-cm line of hydrogen are opening
a new promising window to this epoch [1–4], though they
often suffer from deep degeneracies between astrophysics
and cosmology [5–8].

Standard rulers and candles provide a well-tested
way to extract cosmology robustly amidst astrophysics.
Famous standard candles include cepheids or super-
novae [9–12], whereas standard rulers include the Baryon
Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) feature of the spatial galaxy
distribution [13–15]. These rulers are “calibrated” stan-
dard rulers, as we know their physical size (e.g., ∼ 150
cMpc for the BAO sound horizon). A similar and promis-
ing probe of cosmology consists of using “uncalibrated”
standard rulers, for which we do not know the size but
we do know their shape. Cosmic voids are an example
of “standard spheres”, as they have to be spherical on
average [16]. Both calibrated and uncalibrated standard
rulers are robust to astrophysics and allow us to constrain
cosmology, in particular the expansion history through
the Hubble parameter H and the comoving angular di-
ameter distance DA, by comparing their angular size on
the sky and along the line of sight.
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We currently lack standard rulers at intermediate red-
shifts. During the Cosmic Dawn and the Epoch of Reion-
ization (EoR), at redshifts z ∼ 5 − 30, the 21-cm line
will provide us with tomographic maps of those red-
shifts and thus potentially new standard rulers. This
signal, emitted by the spin-flip transition of neutral hy-
drogen, is the target of radio telescopes such as the Hy-
drogen Epoch of Reionization Array (HERA; HERA Col-
laboration et al. [17]), the LOw Frequency ARray (LO-
FAR; Mertens et al. [18]), the Murchison Widefield Array
(MWA; Trott et al. [19]), the Precision Array for Probing
the Epoch of Re-ionization (PAPER; Parsons et al. [20],
or the Long Wavelength Array (LWA; Dilullo et al. [21]).
Muñoz [22] proposed that velocity-induced acoustic os-
cillations (VAOs) provide a new (calibrated) standard
ruler that can constrain cosmology during Cosmic Dawn
(15 ≲ z ≲ 20; see also [23, 24]). During reionization,
however, VAOs are expected to be weaker [25, 26], re-
quiring new standard rulers. Recently, Fronenberg et al.
[27] have shown that it is possible to probe the BAO scale
at 2 ≲ z ≲ 14 using the CMB and line intensity mapping.

In this paper, we propose a new kind of uncalibrated
standard ruler to constrain cosmology at EoR redshifts
(5 ≲ z ≲ 15) through an Alcock-Paczyński (AP) test
[28]. This test has been used in the context of cosmic
voids (see e.g. Hamaus et al. [16]), and relies purely on
geometry. The key insight is that the cosmological prin-
ciple ensures that a stack of a statistically large number
of voids is spherically symmetric (even if each void is
not). Therefore, when converting angular and redshift
coordinates (with which we observe objects on the sky)
to comoving distances, the stack should remain spherical.
Since this conversion depends on the cosmology assumed
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at a given redshift (through DA and H) only when as-
suming the true value of DAH for the conversion will the
standard spheres remain spherical, hence testing cosmol-
ogy. As the AP test is purely geometrical, it allows us to
put constraints on DAH independently of astrophysics.

Here, we extend this concept to ionized bubbles during
reionization. Similarly to cosmic voids, a stack of bub-
bles can also serve as an uncalibrated standard sphere.
During the EoR, galaxies emit UV radiation that is ex-
pected to ionize the intergalactic medium (IGM) around
them, forming “bubbles”. These are large-scale (a few to
tens of megaparsecs, see e.g. [29, 30]) pockets of HII gas
surrounding the first galaxies of our Universe, growing as
reionization proceeds, merging with nearby bubbles, and
ending by filling our entire Universe when reionization is
complete. Past work has studied their size distributions,
morphology, and the topology of their complex network
(see e.g. [31–37]). In this paper, we show that the ionized
bubbles are also a powerful tool for constraining cosmo-
logical parameters.

While theoretically promising, an AP test using ion-
ized bubbles is an experimentally challenging prospect,
as directly observing HII regions during the EoR is not
trivial. A very promising probe for such detections are
the 21-cm tomographic maps that experiments like the
Square Kilometer Array (SKA; [38]) will observe in the
next decade. As the 21-cm signal is emitted by neu-
tral hydrogen, they can in principle directly map the
ionized bubbles during reionization (bubbles correspond-
ing to zero-signal regions). However, astrophysical fore-
ground contamination is three to four orders of magni-
tude stronger than the cosmological signal, making its
detection challenging [39, 40]. With interferometers such
as the SKA, these foregrounds create a problem of mode
mixing, and become localized in a wedged-shape region
of the Fourier space called the “foreground wedge”, typi-
cally deemed unusable for cosmology [41–50]. Techniques
involving deep-learning have recently been developed to
reconstruct the Fourier modes residing in this foreground
wedge [51–58]. In this work, we use Kennedy et al. [55]’s
neural network to recover hydrogen neutral fraction maps
from wedge-removed 21-cm maps, and use them to ex-
tract ionized bubbles using the watershed algorithm de-
scribed by Lin et al. [59]. We have chosen to run an
AP test with bubbles obtained from wedge-removed 21-
cm maps, but any way of detecting a statistical stack of
bubbles from observations (see e.g. [60, 61]) could also
be used in future work.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We start
by describing how an AP test works and how we imple-
ment one in this work, using a toy model as example, in
Sec. II. In Sec. III, we explain how we obtain bubble
stacks from 21-cm observations. Afterwards, our results
are presented in Sec. IV, before concluding in Sec. V. In
a series of appendices, we lay out some of the technical
details of our approach as well as a series of robustness
tests. Appendix A studies different redshifts and the im-
pact of using tomographic images of the 21-cm signal

incorporating light-cone effects. Appendix B shows that
our results are robust to reasonable parameter variations.
Lastly, Appendix C details the adaptations to the tra-
ditional watershed algorithm that are necessary for our
proposed AP test. In all this work, the Planck Collab-
oration et al. [62] cosmology is used as fiducial, and all
distances are comoving unless otherwise indicated.

II. ALCOCK-PACZYŃSKI TESTS

Standard rulers allow us to constrain the geometry and
expansion history of the universe. For instance, Eisen-
stein et al. [63] first used the well-known physical scale
that acoustic physics imprint on galaxy distributions, the
BAO at 150 cMpc, to constrain cosmological parameters.
Even with a ruler of unknown length there is a way to
learn cosmology. Instead of using astrophysical objects
with a known distance scale (standard rulers), we use ob-
jects that have a known shape (standard spheres) to per-
form an AP test [28]. Hamaus et al. [16] performed such
a test on a stack of voids identified at low z to measure
DAH (though not DA or H independently) at redshifts
z < 0.6. In this paper we will extend this concept to
higher z by using ionized bubbles, extracted from 21-cm
maps, to constrain the same product DAH at reioniza-
tion redshifts.

In this Section, we explain how an AP test uses statis-
tical isotropy to extract cosmology, and describe how we
use the sphericity of ionized bubbles to constrain DAH
before showing a toy model of this test.

A. Principle

An AP test extracts the product DAH using the con-
version from observed angles and redshifts to comoving
distances, as illustrated in Fig. 1. A “standard sphere”
(e.g., a stack of voids or reionization bubbles, shown in
the gray box of Fig. 1) is spherical in comoving coordi-
nates, which are related to the observed redshift δz and
angle δθ separations through

χ∥ =
cδz

H(z)

χ⊥ = DA(z)δθ

(1)

with χ∥ the comoving “depth” (i.e. line of sight distance)
of the object, χ⊥ its comoving “width” (or transverse
distance), and c the speed of light. Clearly the conver-
sion from observable coordinates to comoving space, in
which the objects are spherical, depends on the Hubble
rateH(z) and on the comoving angular diameter distance
DA(z). Since we do not know the underlying cosmology,
we have to assume a fiducial H ′ and D′

A to obtain co-
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FIG. 1. Schematic of an AP test. In the gray box (left), we see a spherical object observed on the sky with angle and redshift
coordinates. Converting these coordinates to comoving distances forces us to assume a cosmological model through DA and
H. If we assumed the correct one, then our “standard sphere” will appear spherical in comoving coordinates, as in the green
box. However, if the cosmological model is not the correct one, the object will be distorted along the line of sight, as in the
orange box. This allows us to constrain the product DA ×H.

moving distances:

χ′
∥ =

H(z)

H ′(z)
χ∥ = q∥(z)χ∥

χ′
⊥ =

D′
A(z)

DA(z)
χ⊥ = q⊥(z)χ⊥

(2)

which are related to the true comoving distances by q∥ ≡
H/H ′ and q⊥ ≡ D′

A/DA.
In the case of cosmic voids or reionization bubbles, we

do not know their physical size, but isotropy ensures their
shape: a stack of such objects should be spherical. We
therefore introduce the deformation parameter α, which
is also called the AP parameter [16]:

α ≡
q∥

q⊥
=

DAH

(DAH)′
, (3)

where all these quantities implicitly depend on redshift
z. The true bubble stack is intrinsically spherical (i.e.,
χ∥ = χ⊥), but the observed stack in the physical dis-
tances space will only appear spherical for a certain value
of α, corresponding to the product DA × H of the cor-
rect underlying cosmology (as in the green box of Fig.
1). In contrast, the stack will be either contracted or
stretched along the line of sight if the wrong cosmology
(i.e. wrong D′

AH
′ ̸= DAH) is assumed (as in the orange

box of Fig. 1). Said differently, under the assumption
of intrinsic sphericity, α can also be expressed as χ′

∥/χ
′
⊥.

It is thus a measurable parameter that can be computed
using observable quantities only.

B. A test of sphericity on bubbles

Let us now describe how we apply an AP test to reion-
ization bubbles. We assume that we have a stack N of
many bubbles obtained either from observations or sim-
ulations. The bubbles are centered on the same cell of a
3D Cartesian grid (which is the geometrical center of the
bubbles), and N(x, y, z) measures how many are super-
imposed on each voxel of the grid.

In practice, we measure (RA, DEC, redshift), and
need to assume a cosmology to obtain comoving coor-
dinates (x, y, z). We will not know the “true” cosmology
DAH, so we will parametrized the mismatch between
the “true” cosmology and a fiducial assumed cosmology
with αdata ≡ DAH/(DAH)′. Our bubble stack therefore
depends implicitly on αdata. In order to infer this pa-
rameter αdata, we need to look for a deformation of the
bubble stack along the line of sight, which we set here to
be the z direction, relative to the transverse dimension.
In other words, we want to test the sphericity of N .

Unlike standard rulers, which have a well-known dis-
tance scale (e.g., a radial feature in N), our uncalibrated
standard ruler should be spherical but can have any ra-
dial profile. We will, then, compare each profile N to
its closest spherically symmetric stack, which we dub

N(r =
√
x2 + y2 + z2), found by simply radially aver-

aging N(x, y, z). We will vary the “input” deformation
α as a free parameter by stretching (or contracting) the
measured stack N by an amount α along the line of sight
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(z), and for each input we find the closest spherically
symmetric stack Nα through

Nα(x, y, z) = N(r =
√
x2 + y2 + (z/α)2). (4)

In our AP test, we therefore want to vary this α defor-
mation to search when N is most spherical (i.e., closest
to Nα), which will be true for α = αdata.

We can now describe how we use sphericity for this AP
test. We work with the inclination angle θ = arccos(z/r).
In the case where a stack is spherical, all angles θ would
be equally represented in a voxel histogram of θ weighted
by the stack, making this histogram flat. But, if the
stack is stretched or contracted along the line of sight,
then the histogram would not be flat against θ. We use
this logic to see how far N deviates from sphericity, and
therefore compute a ratio of histograms of the inclina-
tion angle θ weighted by the maps N and Nα (divided
by the Jacobian r2 sin θ due to a change of coordinates
from Euclidean to spherical). Taking the ratio of the N
histogram with the Nα one allows this test to be inde-
pendent on the radial profile of the bubble stack, while
also removing some numerical effects due to sampling on
a grid. Supposing the bubble stack is deformed by some
αdata value, the histogram ratio with respect to θ should
be flat when α = αdata.

However, as we are working with data sampled on a
Cartesian grid, there are some θ values at which this
sphericity test still creates artifacts (unwanted peaks near
θ = 0, π/2 and π in the histogram ratio). We have
therefore chosen to not compute the histograms at those
θ values, and work with the restrained θ interval Iθ =
[0.25, 1.45] ∪ [1.75, 2.9]. Our sphericity test is hence the
following:

∀θ ∈ Iθ,
HN

HNα

(θ) = 1 ⇐⇒ αdata = α. (5)

We can then infer the deformation αdata in our data
(and thus the value of DAH) by minimizing the following
χ2:

χ2(α) = (D−M)TC−1(D−M)

=
∑
i,j

(Di − 1)C−1
ij (Dj − 1) , (6)

where D, M and C are the data, model, and covariance
matrices respectively. The data Di = (HN/HNα

)(θi) is

the ratio of the histograms of N and Nα evaluated at
an angle θi, and the model Mi is simply 1. Given that
this is a fairly complex observable of the input maps, we
numerically compute C from simulated bubble stacks in
order to capture the correlation between the θ bins of
the histograms. The specifications used to compute this
matrix will be detailed in Sec. III C.

5

5

15

z [
cM

pc
]

data = 0.25 data = 0.5

5

5

15

z [
cM

pc
]

data = 1.0 data = 1.5

15 5 5 15
x [cMpc]

5

5

15

z [
cM

pc
]

data = 2.0

5 5 15
x [cMpc]

data = 2.5

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
N

FIG. 2. Simulated bubble stacks for our toy case detailed in
Sec. II C. In each panel, we show a universe with a different
DAH, and thus a different deformation αdata. Bubble stacks
isocontours are shown in gray scale and a blue circle with ra-
dius ≈ 5 cMpc has been added in every panel to guide the eye.
In the αdata = 1 case the assumed fiducial cosmology is the
true cosmology, so the stacks appear spherical. In the other
cases, the assumed fiducial cosmological is offset, producing a
contraction for αdata < 1 and an elongation for αdata > 1.

C. Toy model

To illustrate our AP test and build intuition, we will
start with a toy example, in which we make mock bubble
stacks akin to the ones coming from reionization simula-
tions, but with a well-known input profile. We generate
them with the following radial profile:

u(r) = e−γr, (7)

where γ = 0.445. This value of γ was obtained doing
a fit of a radial profile from a bubble stack generated
with a 21cmFAST simulation that was ran with fiducial
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FIG. 3. Ratio of histograms H/H̄ (= HN/HNα
) against line-

of-sight angle θ, used to test the sphericity of the toy models.
Each panel shows mock data from a different cosmology in
which the deformation αdata is either 0.5, 1, or 2. The colors
stand for the different values of the deformation parameter
α of the model, and the shaded area represent the standard
deviation calculated from 10 runs of each data set.

parameters (version 3.0.3; Mesinger et al. [64], Murray
et al. [65]; please refer to Sec. III C for a description
of how we construct a stack). Normalizing the radial
profile to a certain number of bubbles is unnecessary here
as only the bubble stack shape matters for the AP test.
The mock bubble stacks are constructed as

N(x, y, z) = u(rαdata
) +Nnoise, (8)

with r2αdata
= x2 + y2 + (z/αdata)

2, and Nnoise a ran-
dom Gaussian noise with a 5% amplitude. We create
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101
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data = 1.0
data = 1.5

data = 2.0
data = 2.5

FIG. 4. χ2 of our AP test for the toy model. Each color
represents a different universe in which the deformation αdata

is among the following values: 0.25, 0.5, 1, 1.5, 2, 2.5. The
αdata deformation can be inferred by looking at the value of α
at which the χ2 is minimized, with errors given by the width of
χ2 around that value. In all cases tested here the deformation
is correctly inferred within the error bars.

six datasets in which we input a deformation αdata ∈
{0.25, 0.5, 1, 1.5, 2, 2.5}. In each dataset, we make 10
mock bubble stacks (for which the noise is generated ran-
domly) to simulate a larger volume. A mock bubble stack
is shown for each set in Fig. 2, where in each panel, a
different universe is shown with the different αdata values.

After computing the histogram ratios, which are shown
in Fig. 3, we are qualitatively able to determine the de-
formation αdata of each mock bubble stack. Again, each
panel represents a different universe with a deformation
value αdata ∈ {0.5, 1, 2}. The colors represent different
α deformations tested in our model. Taking the panel
where the truth is the same as the fiducial (αdata = 1,
middle panel) as an example, we can see that HN/HNα

is flat when α = 1.00 in our model. This means that the
modeled bubble stack N̄1 shows no particular direction
in which it would be different from the original bubble
stack N . We can thus qualitatively say that the deforma-
tion parameter αdata is near 1.00 in this universe, which
corresponds to the expected αdata = 1 value. For the
other universes (other panels), we can also see that the
expected αdata can be qualitatively inferred.

To better quantify and constrain the deformation of
the stacks, we can look at the χ2 statistic, shown in Fig.
4. Each color represents a different universe with a defor-
mation value αdata ∈ {0.25, 0.5, 1, 1.5, 2, 2.5}. In this toy
model case, the covariance matrix of Eq. 6 is diagonal,
meaning that all θ bins are independent of each other.
For each dataset, its diagonal elements are thus the stan-
dard deviation of the histogram ratio obtained from the
10 bubble stacks. For each Universe, we can see that the
χ2 is minimized at an αmin value that is close to that of
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the input cosmology.

This toy model therefore helps us to illustrate our AP
test, also showing that it can give us constraints on the
deformation αdata present in a mock bubble stack. The
constraints we find for this case are very precise, with
errors at the percent level. This is of course related to the
level of noise we added in this example, and decreasing
the signal-to-noise ratio makes the error bars larger. In
the following, we describe what constraints we can put on
αdata for bubbles simulated in a more realistic manner.

III. FROM 21-CM TO BUBBLE STACKS

A promising way to observe reionization bubbles is the
21-cm signal, which traces neutral hydrogen, making it
therefore directly dependent on the ionization state of
the IGM. The observable at hand is the 21-cm brightness
temperature [1, 2]:

δTb ≈ T0(z)xHI(1 + δ)

(
1− TCMB

Ts

)
, (9)

which measures the deviation (absorption or emission)
from the CMB sourced by these atoms. It depends on
the position and redshift at which it is observed, as well as
on the neutral ionization fraction xHI, the gas density δ,
as well as the CMB and spin temperatures (TCMB and Ts,
respectively). Here T0 is a normalization factor, defined
as

T0(z) = 34 mK×
(
1 + z

16

)1/2 (
Ωbh

2

0.022

)(
Ωmh

2

0.14

)−1/2

,

(10)
which depends on the cosmology through the reduced
Hubble parameter h, and the baryon and matter densities
Ωb and Ωm.

Because the 21-cm signal is emitted by neutral hydro-
gen atoms, it obviously depends on whether or not the
gas is ionized through xHI: there is no signal at the places
where all the hydrogen atoms are ionized. These no-
signal regions correspond directly to the ionized bubbles
that we are interested in. The 21-cm signal can therefore
in principle allow us to tomographically map the ionized
bubbles on the sky as a function of redshift.

Current observations are setting limits on the 21-cm
power spectrum, and are inching towards a detection of
this observable [17–19]. However, a next-generation in-
strument like the SKA is expected to obtain 21-cm light-
cones (i.e., 3D maps), from which to extract ionized bub-
bles. There will, of course, be instrumental noise in these
observations, and the signal will be affected by astrophys-
ical foreground contamination. This will be the main ob-
stacle in recovering the ionized bubbles, as we explore in
this section.

A. Mock 21-cm observations

In order to create 3D mock 21-cm boxes, we start
by generating the 21-cm signal using the semi-analytical
code 21cmFAST [64, 65] following Kennedy et al. [55]. We
use the default astrophysical and cosmological [62] pa-
rameters of 21cmFAST to obtain many 3D 21-cm coeval
boxes with different random seeds. The resolution of
these simulations is ∆x = 1.5 cMpc, and the boxes have
1283 voxels (which corresponds to a 1923 cMpc3 volume).
In this first work, we will focus on 21-cm boxes taken
at redshift z = 7.5, and comment on other redshifts in
Appendix A. The δTb maps generated this way will be
later called ground truth (GT), as they will be used to
create input maps for a neural network detailed in the
following section. An example of such a map is shown in
the top left panel of Fig. 5. The top right panel is the
corresponding neutral fraction map, where white regions
are neutral and black regions are ionized. By compar-
ing these last regions to the 21-cm map on the left, we
can see that the δTb = 0 regions indeed correspond to
xHI = 0.

The observed 21-cm signal will be highly affected by
astrophysical foreground contamination. Indeed, Galac-
tic and extragalactic foregrounds will be three to four or-
ders of magnitude stronger than the 21-cm signal [39, 40].
Luckily, these foregrounds are contained to a region
in Fourier space named the “foreground wedge” that
affects large-scale line-of-sight wavenumbers (k||) more
than their angular (k⊥) counterparts [66]. In princi-
ple we could restrict ourselves to the complementary
foreground-free region, called the “EoR window”, as is
often done for 21-cm cosmology studies (e.g., [17]). We
see that the foreground removal procedure has a great
impact on the 21-cm maps (middle-left panel) as it blurs
and distort the signal so it becomes difficult to distinguish
the ionized regions (the darkest regions do not really cor-
respond to bubbles anymore). The ionized bubbles are
structures in configuration space, as we can see in Fig. 5,
so to find them we need all the Fourier modes, includ-
ing those missing because of the wedge. Fortunately, the
non-Gaussianity of the 21-cm signal allows us to recover
information on the modes inside the wedge with only
outside-wedge data [51–58], as we will explore in the next
subsection.

In addition to foregrounds, we want to make the boxes
more realistic by adding instrumental noise correspond-
ing to the SKA radio telescope. To do that, we use the
tools21cm Python package [67] setting an integration
time tint = 10 s, a daily observation time tobs,day = 6 hrs,
and a total observation time tobs,tot = 2000 hrs, following
the procedure in Kennedy et al. [55]. The resulting noisy
and foreground-removed (NFWR) map can be seen in
the bottom-left panel of Fig. 5, where the 21-cm signal is
dominated by noise and bubble structures are no longer
visible by eye.
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FIG. 5. Illustration of how we reconstruct xHI (right) from 21-cm maps δTb (left) in the presence of noise and foregrounds,
where we show slices of our simulations on the plane of the sky at z = 7.5. The top panels correspond to the ground truth
(21cmFAST) maps, which can be thought of as the training set. The middle panels show the wedge-removed δTb map on the
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While by eye one cannot obviously find the ionized regions within the foreground wedge-removed δTb maps of the middle and
bottom left panels, the U-net exploits non-Gaussian correlations to reconstruct the xHI maps in the middle and bottom right
panels. The quality of the reconstruction worsens due to noise in the bottom panel, especially at small scales, which we account
for in our analysis.
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B. Wedge-recovered ionization maps

Let us now describe how we recover ionized regions
from foreground-removed 21-cm maps through a deep-
learning approach that reconstructs the modes lost in
the foreground wedge. This method is based on a neu-
ral network first developed by Gagnon-Hartman et al.
[53], and then improved by Kennedy et al. [55], which is
the version that we use in this work. This network is a
U-net which does not need any knowledge on the fore-
grounds. Its input is a foreground wedge-removed δTb

box (with or without noise, where the wedge-removal pro-
cedure consists of zeroing out the modes that are in the
foreground wedge), normalized between 0 and 1. The U-
net is trained to reproduce a binarized xHI map (which
we refer to as the prediction or PRED in this paper)
that should thus contain information from both inside
and outside of the foreground wedge. Kennedy et al.
[55] showed that this U-net is able to reconstruct xHI

boxes from foreground wedge-removed δTb boxes during
reionization with a good accuracy, as we corroborate in
the middle and bottom right panels of Fig. 5. Without
instrumental noise, we see that the neural network can
indeed recover the large-scale morphology of the reioniza-
tion map (middle-right panel), though not the small-scale
features. When noise is added, it dominates the signal
and the recovered ionized regions (bottom-right panel)
are even coarser. This reconstruction will then fail at
small scales, or when noise is too high, but suffices for
the purposes of this work.

We use Kennedy et al. [55]’s U-net to predict bina-
rized xHI boxes at z = 7.5 from the two wedge-removed
δTb datasets presented in Sec IIIA, one without (called
FWR1) and one with noise (called NFWR1), in all
cases with standard cosmology (and thus no deformation,
αdata = 1). We also train the U-net with a fixed set of
astrophysical parameters (the default ones of 21cmFAST).
As it is, the neural network is therefore potentially model
dependent, and there are two ways to circumvent such a
dependence. One possibility is that by the time SKA pro-
vides 21-cm light cones, there may already be constraints
on astrophysical parameters from 21-cm power spectrum
measurements. We could, thus, retrain our neural net-
work within the error bars of such a measurement and
re-do the analysis of this paper, as suggested in Sabti
et al. [56]. A second option is to train the neural net-
work on 21-cm signals obtained from a series of different
reionization models (within the regimes favored by obser-
vations). This way, the neural network would not learn
features in the 21-cm signal of a specific model, and would
rather allow us to obtain a more generic prediction for
the xHI map given δTb while being agnostic of the under-
lying astrophysical model [68]. We explore this option in
Appendix B, where we find that a model-agnostic U-net
can still recover the xHI maps well enough to perform our
AP test.

We want to additionally test cases where αdata ̸= 1 to
ensure that the deformation does not affect the bubble

recovery and that we can recover the input cosmology if
there was deformation. Thus, we also deform our δTb

boxes (before adding noise or wedge-filtering) along the
line of sight (z axis) with two different deformation levels:
αdata = 0.8 and αdata = 0.9, corresponding respectively
to 20% and 10% contraction. Our contraction method
consists of averaging slices of a larger box along the z
axis. For example, for a αdata = 0.8 contraction, we use
2563 boxes (while keeping a 1.53 cMpc3 volume resolu-
tion), and along the line of sight (z direction) and for
every ten successive slices, we create eight slices that are
the average of side-by-side slices. We then give the two
deformed datasets (deformed FWR and NFWR 21-cm
boxes) to the U-net that is trained on the non-deformed
boxes, and obtain four more datasets of contracted re-
constructed xHI boxes (FWR.8, FWR.9, NFWR.8 and
NFWR.9, the notation numbers corresponding to the
αdata deformation). We made the choice to run the de-
formed mock δTb datasets through a U-net trained in the
fiducial cosmology (non-deformed δTb boxes) because, as
we will not know the true cosmology, we want to make
sure that the U-net preserves deformations and that our
AP test gives proper constraints with xHI predictions ob-
tained from the fiducial cosmology.

C. Constructing the bubble stack

In order to create bubble stacks for each dataset pre-
sented above, we need to extract the ionized bubbles,
both from the δTb maps and from the U-net recon-
structed xHI boxes. We do so through a watershed al-
gorithm as presented in Lin et al. [59] (and encourage
the interested reader to visit this paper for further de-
tails on how this algorithm works, as we will only review
it briefly here). The basic idea behind the watershed al-
gorithm can be pictured with the following 2D analogy:
imagine a hilly landscape, in which one pours water until
all the valleys are filled. The water will then be sep-
arated in different basins, which are an analogy to our
ionized bubbles here. The watershed code will hence as-
sociate to each pixel i of a binarized field (that can be
2D or 3D) the distance −di to the closest pixel in which
the binary value is different (we use the opposite −di
of the Euclidean distances di to keep the standard wa-
tershed terminology). The minima of this distance field
are the centers of the basins (or the bubbles here), and
its isocontours (also called “watershed lines”) correspond
to the edges of the basins. Moreover, one can tune one
parameter in this code that is called the “h-minimum
transform” hws to prevent over-segmenting the field, as
all the local minima of the field could otherwise have
their own basin [59]. This hws parameter (in units of
pixels) is a distance threshold that will smooth out the
shallow local minima that are potentially due to noise in
the data. In this paper, we use hws = 0.6, so that all the
local minima (or bubbles) are retrieved while the box is
not over-segmented. Lin et al. [59] shows that having a
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FIG. 6. Bubble stacks extracted from the 21-cm signal, in all cases assuming a volume close to 1 cGpc3 as expected from SKA
observations at z = 7.5. The left column shows the ground truth (GT, directly extracted from 21-cm simulations). The middle
and right columns show bubble stacks from the U-net reconstructed xHI boxes, with only foreground removal (FWR, middle),
and also with noise (NFWR, right). In all cases we keep only bubbles with a radius rbubbles > 25 cMpc to avoid artifacts with
smaller bubbles when adding noise. For ease of visualization, here we normalize each bubble stack to its maximum value. In
each row, we show a different universe in which the deformation αdata is 0.8, 0.9 or 1 from top to bottom. Isocontours of the
number of bubbles are shown in gray scale. We have added the same blue dashed circle at rbubbles = 15 cMpc in every panel
to help guide the eye. In the case αdata = 1, we are in the Universe with the fiducial cosmology, and the bubble stacks are
spherical, whereas in the rest we can observe contraction even with noise and foreground removal.
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too high hws value would bias the bubble size distribution
(BSD) towards larger bubbles. They also establish that
there is a range of values containing hws = 0.6 in which
the segmentation in bubbles is fairly stable and the cor-
responding BSDs are visually close to each other. Within
this range, they find good agreement in BSDs with the
physically motivated mean free path method.

Furthermore, we want to highlight that the default wa-
tershed algorithm is excellent at detecting spherical bub-
bles [59], so much so that in deformed boxes it has a
tendency to find more spherical bubbles than it should.
We have therefore customized the Lin et al. [59] water-
shed code so it is able to find bubbles having the proper
shape when we change their topology by deforming the
boxes. This enhancement is discussed in Appendix C. We
thus use this version of the watershed algorithm to ex-
tract the bubbles from each U-net-reconstructed xHI (or
PRED) box for every input α (FWR.8, FWR.9, FWR1,
NFWR.8, NFWR.9 and NFWR1, including different ini-
tial seeds).

The U-net recovered (PRED) boxes are already bina-
rized. The GT 21 cm boxes are binarized as follows: a cell
is ionized if δTb = 0 and neutral otherwise. From each
GT box, and each corresponding PRED boxes of every
dataset, we extract the ionized bubbles by running the
watershed algorithm, and we keep all the bubbles that
have a radius rbubbles > 25 cMpc. We make the choice
of keeping only the largest bubbles because of the obser-
vational noise: they are more robust than their smaller
counterparts [55]. The geometrical centers of the bub-
bles are computed, and all the bubbles are centered on
the same voxel, so that we can stack them to form the
bubble stacks N . A stack is composed of all the bubbles
(with rbubbles > 25 cMpc) present in 25 GT or PRED
boxes respectively to simulate the future sky surface ob-
served by the SKA (which is close to 1 cGpc2). In ad-
dition, we have tested several number of bubble stacks
to compute the covariance matrix C of Eq. 6, and con-
cluded that with 400 bubble stacks, C has converged [69].
We therefore create 400 GT bubble stacks, as well as 400
PRED bubble stacks for every dataset.

An example of GT and FWR and NFWR PRED bub-
ble stacks is shown in the different columns of Fig. 6.
Each row represents a different universe, in which we de-
formed the GT boxes with αdata = 0.8, 0.9 and 1 from top
to bottom. We have drawn a blue circle on the bubble
stacks to help the eye see the deformation or spheric-
ity of our bubble stacks. Visually, the αdata = 0.8 and
αdata = 0.9 bubble stacks (first and second rows) are
indeed contracted, and the αdata = 1 (last row) stacks
are rather spherical. Also, by eye the different deforma-
tions shown here seem to be the same whether we look at
the GT maps or the predicted FWR and NFWR maps.
The U-net therefore preserves the contraction applied to
the input boxes and can reliably reproduce the observed
bubble shape for us to perform the AP test.

IV. AP TEST ON BUBBLE STACKS

In this Section, we present the results of our AP test
on the data sets described in Sec. III. We start by check-
ing if we are able to recover the input deformation αdata

applied on each set of bubble stacks, and forecast con-
straints on DAH at reionization redshifts.

A. Resulting constraints on αdata

For each bubble stack extracted from the 21-cm signal
(directly from the GT δTb boxes or via the U-net from
the FWR and NFWR PRED xHI boxes), we compute the
histogram ratio of Eq. 5, that is, the ratio between the
histogram of the map and its spherically symmetrized
version. These are shown in Fig. 7 for different Uni-
verses with input deformations αdata = 0.8, 0.9 and 1.
We first want to highlight that we want a θ resolution
that enables us to resolve the departures from H/H = 1.
However, as the θ bins are correlated, the covariance ma-
trix C is not diagonal and is thus harder to compute,
and requires more bins and stacks [69]. We therefore
adopt the compromise of having three angular bins and
400 stacks, and have tested convergence of the covariance
matrix elements.
Now, looking at every histogram ratio in Fig. 7, we can

see that they roughly agree with unity within the error
bars for the best-fit α values shown for each universe,
as expected if we have correctly found the deformation
level (i.e., DAH). The error bars shown here are from the
diagonal elements of the covariance matrix, and are thus
computed from the 400 bubble stacks for each dataset,
corresponding to statistical errors on H/H̄. In all cases,
including the GT, H/H̄ is not perfectly flat, and some
error bars do not reach 1, indicating possible systematics,
as we will discuss near the end of this section.
We compute the χ2 using Eq. 6 for each of these

datasets, and show them in Fig. 8. The minima of
each curve are shown in Table I along with the fore-
casted errors at 68% confidence level (CL). Looking at
each dataset, the deformation αmin recovered agree with
the input within the error bars, except for the FWR
αdata = 1 case where we get an αmin = 0.98+0.01

−0.02 at 68%
CL, which is marginally lower than expected, though not
significantly so. In all cases, we forecast error bars at the
percent level, showcasing the power of this AP test to
extract cosmology during reionization.
Before interpreting our forecasted constraints, let us

discuss a few limitations. We have only used co-evaluated
(i.e., same z) boxes at z = 7.5 and stacks with rbubbles >
25 cMpc bubbles. For the former, we show in Appendix
A, the results at different redshifts, as well as using light
cones (where higher redshifts along the line-of-sight rep-
resent higher comoving distances). We find that using
light cones does not alter the result of our AP test. We
also show that our AP test can be applied on bubbles
observed at redshifts 6 to 11 (which spans all the EoR
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αdata 0.8 0.9 1

GT 0.81+0.04
−0.01 0.91+0.02

−0.01 0.98+0.04
−0.01

FWR 0.81+0.01
−0.03 0.91+0.02

−0.01 0.98+0.01
−0.02

NFWR 0.84+0.01
−0.04 0.88+0.03

−0.01 0.98+0.02
−0.02

TABLE I. Constraints inferred for the AP parameter of the
data αdata = DAH/(DAH)′ with errors at 68% CL. GT
stands for ground truth data and represents the bubble stacks
made from simulated δTb maps. FWR stands for Foreground
Wedge-Removed and NFWR for Noisy Foreground Wedge-
removed, and both stand for bubble stacks made from U-net
reconstructed xHI maps from foreground-removed δTb maps,
either without or with instrumental noise. In all cases, except
the FWR αdata = 1 case that is slightly lower than expected,
we recover the input αdata within 68% confidence, and for the
observationally realistic NFWR we expect ∼ 2% forecasted
errors.

with our reionization model). The cutoff of rbubbles > 25
cMpc bubbles is motivated by the fact that when the
data are noisy, the U-net struggles to recover properly
the smaller bubbles, so small-scale structures are driven
by noise and are thus roughly spherical [55]. As long as
we are able to extract enough bubbles statistically, focus-
ing on the larger bubbles makes this probe more robust
to noise. Finally, we note that all of our uncertainties
are computed by only taking into account statistical er-
rors, which means that we could lack systematic errors.
These include possible issues with the watershed algo-
rithm, leakage of foregrounds above the wedge [70], or
exotic noise properties. As an example, when using bub-
bles with rbubbles = 5−25 cMpc we find that the NFWR
αdata = 1 case produces a systematic offset of a few per-
cent in α on the χ2 as the watershed algorithm recovers
bubbles that are less spherical than they are in the noisy
maps. This could be mitigated through detailed simula-
tions to account for these systematics. Nevertheless, the
tests described above (and in Appendix A) show that our
test is robust to the 2% level, given our current under-
standing of 21-cm maps and foregrounds, which ought to
be revisited once the SKA is online.

B. DAH constraint forecasts

Table I summarizes the DA × H forecasts we obtain
in this work. Each row in the table considers different
cases of observational noise: GT is the case without any
noise, FWR is contaminated by the foreground wedge,
and NFWR additionally has instrumental noise. Each
column tests a different input cosmology. In all cases
we are able to retrieve the input deformation (and thus
DAH), which confirms that our AP test also works for
observations away from our fiducial cosmology. Focusing
on the NFWR mock observations with a Planck Collab-

oration et al. [62] cosmology, as this is the closest to the
analysis we will perform with SKA or other 21-cm data,
our forecast can be recast as

α =
DAH

(DAH)′
= 0.98+0.02

−0.02 or

DAH/c = 3.24+0.07
−0.07, at z = 7.5 (11)

at 68% CL, where (DAH)′/c = 3.30 in a fixed Planck
Collaboration et al. [62] ΛCDM cosmology at z = 7.5,
and c is the speed of light. This demonstrates that we
can put constraints on this product of cosmological pa-
rameters with the volume expected in SKA observations.
We want to stress again that we can only measure the
product of DA and H, and not on each of them individ-
ually.
We summarize in Fig. 9 the existing constraints on

DAH with respect to Planck Collaboration et al. [62] that
have been obtained thanks to AP tests with cosmic voids
(see Hamaus et al. [16]). The red area shows the redshift
range in which the DESI [76], HETDEX [77], and PFS
[78] surveys are able to put constraints using BAO mea-
surements (i.e., calibrated standard rulers). Currently,
we do not have constraints on this product of param-
eters at reionization redshifts (though there are recent
forecasts for Cosmic-Dawn and EoR redshifts using stan-
dard rulers [22, 27]). The purple point at redshift z = 7.5
corresponds to our AP bubble test forecast. We can also
see that the statistical errors we obtain in this work are
comparable to the errors on the low-z data points.
As detailed before, we focused on z = 7.5 in this work,

but our AP test is feasible during all reionization as long
as we are able to distinguish enough ionized bubbles in
our data (at least a few hundred, see Appendix A). The
purple box in Fig. 9 represents the possible redshifts
covered by this technique. The higher z limit of this box
is set by the detectability of bubbles: at the beginning of
reionization, the bubbles are too small to be resolved even
with next-generation 21-cm experiments. The lower z
limit is set by the percolation of bubbles, as eventually we
will not be able to distinguish individual bubbles at the
end of reionization. The exact location of the high- and
low-z limits depends on the timing of reionization [79,
80], so they are only approximate.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have presented a new AP test to mea-
sure the product of cosmological parameters DAH, with
DA being the comoving angular diameter distance and
H the Hubble rate, using ionized bubbles during reion-
ization (at z ∼ 5−12). Because the ionizing fronts prop-
agate isotropically on average, a statistically large stack
of bubbles will be spherical, even if any individual bub-
ble is not. A bubble stack is therefore a standard sphere,
which we use in an AP test. This kind of test is purely
geometric, and allows us to constrain the product DAH
independently of astrophysics and cosmology.
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FIG. 9. Current constraints and our forecast (both with 68% CL) for DAH compared to the fiducial (DAH)′ from Planck
Collaboration et al. [62]. The data points at redshifts z < 1 are current constraints obtained from galaxy surveys [16, 71–75].
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[76]), HETDEX (Hobby-Eberly Telescope Dark Energy Survey; [77]) or PFS (Subaru Prime Focus Spectrograph; [78]), can
constrain the AP parameter. The purple point at z = 7.5 is our forecast using ionized bubbles extracted from observations of
the 21-cm by the SKA. The purple shaded area shows where we expect to be able measure DAH with our AP test.

We have tested that this AP test is robust and un-
biased. The first challenge is observing bubbles during
reionization. We used the 21-cm signal as a tracer of xHII

bubbles as it depends directly on the neutral hydrogen
fraction. The SKA will produce tomographic 21-cm maps
of the sky, but the cosmic signal will be diluted in astro-
physical foregrounds and instrumental noise, making it
complicated to extract ionized bubbles. We circumvent
this issue by using a neural network (from Kennedy et al.
[55]) to reconstruct the ionized regions from the noisy
foreground-removed 21-cm signal. We extract bubbles
with a radius rbubbles > 25 cMpc from the reconstructed
xHI maps, as we find that large bubbles are more robust
than smaller ones, and take a volume corresponding to
the whole SKA field of view. We then run a sphericity
test on the bubble stacks, in which we compare each bub-
ble stack to its spherically averaged counterpart. With
our bubble stacks, we find that we will be able to measure
DAH to ∼ 2% precision. We have additionally tested
that we can recover non-standard cosmologies by con-
tracting the input boxes along the line of sight by 10%
and 20%, and have considered realistic foreground avoid-
ance by removing the foreground wedge from the the
21-cm signal, both with and without SKA instrumen-
tal noise. In almost all cases we can recover the correct
input value of αdata within 68% CL. Only one case, the
non-deformed foreground wedge-removed bubble stacks,

showed a slight deviation, although not significant.

Another challenge is whether the test would hold for a
neural network not trained on the correct astrophysics.
We perform a limited test for this in Appendix B, and
find that we can still obtain proper constraints while be-
ing robust to parameter variation over a wide range of
reionization scenarios (all within the 21cmFAST frame-
work, however). We also checked our AP test at other
redshifts than 7.5, as well as with light-cones instead of
coeval boxes, in Appendix A, and concluded that it also
works in these cases. While there may remain system-
atics below the few % level, our tests suggest that our
AP test will be able to put constraints on DAH through
reionization with 21-cm light cones from the SKA. In
the meantime, one could hope to observe ionized bubbles
using different probes (e.g. with Lyα observations, see
[60, 61]). These kinds of observables have very different
observational and theoretical systematics, so they are be-
yond the scope of this work, but first studies show great
promise.

In summary, we have shown that stacks of reionization
bubbles act as standard spheres, allowing us to perform
an AP test at high redshifts. This work is a proof of con-
cept, and we find that as long as we observe enough (at
least a few hundred) ionized bubbles, we can constrain
DAH during reionization to ∼ 2% precision. Given the
cost of traditional galaxy surveys at these redshifts, this
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probe has the potential to measure cosmic geometry be-
tween us and the CMB, filling the missing chapters in
our cosmic history.
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F. Prada, S. Rodŕıguez-Torres, A. J. Ross, L. Samushia,
H.-J. Seo, J. Tinker, R. Tojeiro, M. Vargas-Magaña,
Y. Wang, and G.-B. Zhao, The clustering of galaxies in
the completed SDSS-III Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2006.08.002
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0608032
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/75/8/086901
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/75/8/086901
https://arxiv.org/abs/1109.6012
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.043002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.043002
https://arxiv.org/abs/1211.3743
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12036-022-09904-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12036-022-09904-w
https://arxiv.org/abs/2210.12164
https://arxiv.org/abs/2210.12164
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv571
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv571
https://arxiv.org/abs/1501.06576
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz032
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz032
https://arxiv.org/abs/1809.08995
https://arxiv.org/abs/1809.08995
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa1151
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa1151
https://arxiv.org/abs/1907.07787
https://arxiv.org/abs/1907.07787
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202348444
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.00036
https://doi.org/10.1086/320638
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0012376
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0012376
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/802/1/20
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/802/1/20
https://arxiv.org/abs/1412.6501
https://doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/826/1/56
https://doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/826/1/56
https://arxiv.org/abs/1604.01424
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab1422
https://arxiv.org/abs/1903.07603
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx721
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx721
https://arxiv.org/abs/1607.03155


15

Survey: Cosmological implications of the configuration-
space clustering wedges, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc.
464, 1640 (2017), arXiv:1607.03147 [astro-ph.CO].

[15] F. Beutler, H.-J. Seo, A. J. Ross, P. McDonald, S. Saito,
A. S. Bolton, J. R. Brownstein, C.-H. Chuang, A. J.
Cuesta, D. J. Eisenstein, A. Font-Ribera, J. N. Grieb,
N. Hand, F.-S. Kitaura, C. Modi, R. C. Nichol, W. J.
Percival, F. Prada, S. Rodriguez-Torres, N. A. Roe,
N. P. Ross, S. Salazar-Albornoz, A. G. Sánchez, D. P.
Schneider, A. Slosar, J. Tinker, R. Tojeiro, M. Vargas-
Magaña, and J. A. Vazquez, The clustering of galaxies
in the completed SDSS-III Baryon Oscillation Spectro-
scopic Survey: baryon acoustic oscillations in the Fourier
space, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 464, 3409 (2017),
arXiv:1607.03149 [astro-ph.CO].

[16] N. Hamaus, A. Pisani, J.-A. Choi, G. Lavaux, B. D. Wan-
delt, and J. Weller, Precision cosmology with voids in the
final BOSS data, Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle
Physics 2020 (12), 023, arXiv:2007.07895 [astro-ph.CO].

[17] HERA Collaboration, Z. Abdurashidova, T. Adams, J. E.
Aguirre, P. Alexander, Z. S. Ali, R. Baartman, Y. Bal-
four, R. Barkana, A. P. Beardsley, G. Bernardi, T. S.
Billings, J. D. Bowman, R. F. Bradley, D. Breitman,
P. Bull, J. Burba, S. Carey, C. L. Carilli, C. Cheng,
S. Choudhuri, D. R. DeBoer, E. de Lera Acedo, M. Dex-
ter, J. S. Dillon, J. Ely, A. Ewall-Wice, N. Fagnoni, A. Fi-
alkov, R. Fritz, S. R. Furlanetto, K. Gale-Sides, H. Gars-
den, B. Glendenning, A. Gorce, D. Gorthi, B. Greig,
J. Grobbelaar, Z. Halday, B. J. Hazelton, S. Heimer-
sheim, J. N. Hewitt, J. Hickish, D. C. Jacobs, A. Julius,
N. S. Kern, J. Kerrigan, P. Kittiwisit, S. A. Kohn,
M. Kolopanis, A. Lanman, P. La Plante, D. Lewis,
A. Liu, A. Loots, Y.-Z. Ma, D. H. E. MacMahon,
L. Malan, K. Malgas, C. Malgas, M. Maree, B. Marero,
Z. E. Martinot, L. McBride, A. Mesinger, J. Mirocha,
M. Molewa, M. F. Morales, T. Mosiane, J. B. Muñoz,
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Appendix A: Redshift and light-cone effects

Through the main text we focused on results for 3D 21-
cm signal boxes at a fixed (co-eval) redshift of 7.5. We
now check if it is possible to have constraints at other
reionization redshifts, and how our results would change
when using light-cone instead of co-eval boxes. We per-
form these tests on one (GT) 21cmFAST simulation with
αdata = 1, as doing the whole pipeline (from the training
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FIG. 10. χ2 of GT δTb bubble stacks. For the top panel, we
use a 3D co-eval box, and, for the bottom panel, we use a
light cone. The colors represents different redshifts at which
we make the AP test. In the light-cone case, the redshift
range of the line of sight direction is [z − 0.2, z + 0.2]. Only
the shape of the χ2 matters here, and not its amplitude, as we
have taken the Covariance matrix to be the identity to avoid
running hundreds of simulations.

of the U-net, its predictions to the AP test) is expensive
in computation time and disk storage, and the GT case
has tighter error-bars, thus making this a more stringent
test.

For the specific reionization model presented in this
work, reionization ends near a redshift of 5.5. We thus
tested our work with 3D 21-cm signal boxes at z ∈ [6, 11].
We extract the ionized bubbles from the 21-cm signal us-
ing the methods described in Sec. III, and we construct
the bubble stacks with bubbles that have rbubbles > 5
cMpc. We choose this cut as we work with only one
simulation box (and thus a much smaller mock observed
volume), so there are not enough rbubbles > 25 cMpc bub-
bles in the box to obtain a proper stack. This test is only
a proof of concept, and with observed bubble stacks we
would use bubbles with rbubbles > 25 cMpc (from a larger
number of simulations, also doing more stacks) as in the

main text. We have tested that without noise we can take
rbubbles > 5 cMpc and still avoid the noisy, less significant
bubbles detected by the watershed code. The top panel
of Fig. 10 shows the resulting χ2 of our AP test. We
find that as long as we are able to extract enough bub-
bles (at least a few hundred) from the data, we can put
constraints at these redshifts. Even at late times, when
bubbles have percolated, our AP test seems to perform
well. The precision is, however, slightly poorer (larger
χ2 width), which is probably due to a smaller number
of bubbles and possibly to the greater elongation of each
individual bubble. For some redshifts, such as z = 10
or 11, the χ2 peaks at lower α. This may be because at
those redshifts, there are not enough bubbles, so the AP
test is less precise, or it could simply be because we use
only one simulation and we lack statistics.
As a final test, we have simulated light-cones with

21cmFAST, where the third dimension of the resulting 21-
cm boxes represents the redshifts, while the other two
directions represent the signal on the plane of the sky.
With the reionization model considered here, we chop the
third dimension of the light cones to the following ranges:
[zmid − 0.2, zmid + 0.2] with zmid ∈ {6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11}. We
then extract the ionized bubbles the same way we do for
3D co-eval boxes (also relaxing the rbubbles > 25 cMpc
condition for the same reason as above), and construct
the bubble stacks. After running them through our AP
test, and looking at the χ2 of the bottom panel of Fig.
10, we can conclude that putting constraints on DAH is
as feasible with light-cone as with co-eval boxes; any sys-
tematic shift from the light-cone effect is below the few
percent level.

Appendix B: Varying astrophysical parameters for
the bubbles recovery with the U-net

The neural network we use in the main text was trained
on only one reionization model, making it potentially
model-dependent. In this appendix, we want to circum-
vent such a dependence. To do so, we use the same U-net
as in the text [55], but trained on a different set of sim-
ulations. With 21cmFAST, we generate multiple simula-
tions with different sets of astrophysical parameters. The
parameters we vary are listed in Table II, and the values
adopted follow the chains of Fig. 8 from Lazare et al. [81],
except f∗,7, which was kept fixed for compatibility rea-
sons with the particular version of 21cmFAST used here.
This choice of parameters is, therefore, conservative as
Lazare et al. [81] take into account current upper limits
and make no assumption for potential constraints from
future surveys. As the resulting models have different
reionization histories, we also use boxes at random red-
shifts within {7, 7.25, 7.5, 7.75, 8}. We then train again
the neural network with these simulations. The idea is
to make the neural network as agnostic as possible to the
reionization model used to train it. The resulting predic-
tions from this U-net should therefore be less sensitive to
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Parameters Description

f∗,10 Fraction of galactic gas in stars for 1010 solar mass haloes

α∗ Power-law index of fraction of galactic gas in stars as a function of halo mass

α∗,mini
Power-law index of fraction of galactic gas in stars as a function of halo mass
for molecular cooling galaxies

fesc Fraction of ionizing photons escaping into the IGM

αesc Power-law index of escape fraction as a function of halo mass

LX Specific X-ray luminosity per unit star formation escaping host galaxies

LX,mini Specific X-ray luminosity per unit star formation escaping host galaxies for minihalos

νX,thresh X-ray energy threshold for self-absorption by host galaxies (in eV)

TABLE II. Astrophysical parameters used to train the U-net on different reionization models.
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FIG. 11. AP test results in the case when the U-net is trained
on varied parameters (with the prediction still done on the
same reionization model as in the text). The top panel shows
the ratio of histograms for the best-fit α of the model accord-
ing to the χ2 (αmin), and the bottom panel shows the χ2.
Both panels display the GT (full lines) and FWR (dashed
lines) for an αdata = 1 bubble stack. The bubble stack is
composed of bubbles with rbubbles > 25 cMpc from 25 simu-
lations as in the text, but we only use a 100 bubble stacks to
compute the covariance matrix of Eq. 6. The error bars are
at 1− σ.

precise parameter choices.
We use this newly trained U-net to predict a new set of

GT and FWR xHI boxes. The reionization model used to
make these new predictions is the same as the one used
in text for consistency (default astrophysical parameters
of 21cmFAST). For this test, we only do the AP test for
a hundred GT and noiseless (FWR) bubble stacks with
an αdata = 1 deformation because doing more would be
too expensive in terms of computation time and would
require a lot of disk storage. With these U-net recon-
structions of xHI, we extract the rbubbles > 25 cMpc ion-
ized bubbles and create 100 bubble stacks (each made of
bubbles from 25 simulations), before performing the AP
test, as in the main text.
Fig. 11 shows the resulting histogram ratios H/H̄ on

the top panel and the χ2 on the bottom panel. The his-
togram ratios of the top panel are shown for the inferred
deformation αmin that minimizes χ2, in which case they
are close to unity. To compute the χ2 of the bottom
panel, we use Eq. 6 with a covariance matrix made from
100 bubble stacks. The optimal α deformation given by
the χ2 for both the GT and FWR bubble stack are the
following:

αGT
min = 0.98+0.03

−0.01 and αFWR
min = 0.98+0.04

−0.01. (B1)

We can, therefore, conclude that a model-agnostic U-net
can still recover the xHI maps well enough to perform our
AP test. We obtain slightly larger error bars here because
we use fewer bubble stacks (100) compared to the main
text (400). We have not tested the noisy case here for
computational reasons, but we expect it to perform as
well, as the errors are larger in this case than in the GT
and FWR cases.

Appendix C: Recalibrating the watershed algorithm
in terms of the α deformation

In this Appendix we emphasize that although the wa-
tershed algorithm is able to retrieve well ionized bubbles
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FIG. 12. Watershed segmentations of toy boxes, which are
made up by randomly putting within the box spheres of ran-
dom sizes that represent the ionized bubbles. The colors
are the number associated to the bubbles in the segmenta-
tion. The top panel is the regular case with no deformation
(αdata = 1). The middle panel is a slice of the segmentation
of a αdata = 0.5 box, for which the we input dsamp = 1 in
the watershed code (meaning we do not take into account a
deformation of the box). For the bottom panel, we also show
a slice of the segmentation of a αdata = 0.5 box, but, for this
one, we input dsamp = 0.5 in the watershed code.

in non-deformed binarized xHI maps, it fails in deformed
boxes. To illustrate this issue, we create a toy box filled
with spherical bubbles that are placed randomly, and we
use the watershed algorithm to extract the bubbles. The
resulting segmentation of this box is shown in the top
panel of Fig. 12, where the colors simply tag each bubble.
Here, we can see that the watershed algorithm identifies
each individual bubble as it should. Then, we contract
this same toy box with a deformation αdata = 0.5, and
show the resulting segmentation in the middle panel of
Fig. 12. With this deformed box, the watershed code ar-
tificially merges bubbles. This makes the watershed code
extract αdata ̸= 1 bubbles to be more spherical than they
should be, biasing the resulting α to be closer to unity in
our AP test.
Ideally, the bubbles extracted from a deformed box

should be the same as those extracted from the non-
deformed box. That is, they should be located at the
same positions and have the same edges (accounting for
contraction or elongation). In other words, from the wa-
tershed code point of view, the αdata ̸= 1 bubbles should
be the same as the αdata = 1 bubbles, but the underly-
ing Euclidean space should be deformed along the z di-
rection. To properly extract those deformed bubbles, we
have therefore improved Lin et al. [59]’s watershed algo-
rithm so that it takes into account potential deformation
of the Euclidean space, especially along the z direction.
As described in Sec. III C, this algorithm does a calcula-
tion of Euclidean distances on the grid of the input boxes
to find the bubbles edge. This is where we need to spec-
ify the potential deformation of the z direction: we add
a sampling parameter dsamp that can linearly change the
spacing of the grid elements along this direction. Taking
dsamp = 1 means that the z direction is not deformed.
For a given αdata box, this parameter is then directly
equal to αdata. Coming back to our αdata = 0.5 deformed
toy box, we can now extract bubbles with the watershed
algorithm using dsamp = 0.5. We show the resulting seg-
mentation in the bottom panel of Fig. 12. Now, we can
correctly identify individual bubbles that correspond ex-
actly to those we extracted from the non-deformed toy
box (see the top panel).
In short, in order to properly extract bubbles from any

αdata box, we need to let the watershed code know αdata.
This raises the issue that we do not know αdata a priori,
as that is what we want to infer with our AP test. We
solve this problem recursively. We start by generating
bubble stacks from any αdata dataset with a sampling
parameter dsamp = 1 (these are the bubble stacks created
in Sec. III C for instance), and run the AP test to infer

α
(0)
min. Then, we do the following loop, where i states the

number of times the loop is ran:

• Generate bubble stacks from the same αdata dataset

with dsamp = α
(i−1)
min .

• Run the AP test to infer α
(i)
min.

• If α
(i)
min is within the errors around α

(i−1)
min , then the
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inferred value for αdata has converged and the loop
can stop. If it is not the case, then the loop goes
on.

In the main text this looping procedure is implicit, but
the inferred αmin values shown in Table I in Sec. IVA

are the ones obtained thanks to this loop. For αdata = 1,
the loop converges directly and the initial inferred value

α
(0)
min is kept. For any αdata ̸= 1, we find that we only need

to run the loop three times to make it converge to our
expected ∼ 2% precision, and we keep the last iteration
of the inferred αmin.
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